
































































































edges between contrasting vegetation types which in
crease horizontal diversity, resulting in a greater diver
sity and density of birds (Curtis and Ripley 1975). 
Species of birds that respond to cutting and increased 
edge include common flicker, catbird, brown thrasher, 
and yellow warbler. As the forest begins to regenerate, 
species closely associated with early successional 
stages, such as the mourning and chestnut-sided war
blers, common yellow-throat, and white-throated 
sparrow, will benefit (Titterington et al. 1979). Access 
trails and forest openings also provide greater 
vegetative diversity for birds. 

Species attracted to clear-cuts and edges usually 
have broad ranges of tolerance, high reproductive 
rates, and good powers of dispersal. Other species 
with more narrow ranges of tolerance can be adversely 
affected if management is directed entirely toward 
creating the maximum habitat diversity (Balda 1975). 
Species that require mature forests include the 
goshawk, ovenbird, barred owl, pileated woodpecker, 
red-headed woodpecker, and wood thrush. Extensive 
cutting of mature forest areas may be detrimental to 
these species. 

Wetland management for game birds is generally 
good management for nongame birds as well. An in
terspersion of open water and structurally diverse 
emergent vegetation should be attractive to a wide 
variety of marsh birds (Weller and Spatcher 1965). 
Maintaining water levels helps to maintain fish popula
tions, which, in turn provides food for birds such as 
pied-billed grebes, great blue herons, and great 
egrets. 

Croplands on the WMA provide food for wintering 
songbirds (Burt 1977) as well as game birds. Grain 
fields and fallow fields are used by mourning doves, 
which are presently a nongame species in the state. 
Hay fields and grassy areas provide habitat for 
songbirds such as the western meadowlark, bobolink, 
and vesper sparrow, plus small rodents which are fed 
upon by hawks, owls, and mammalian predators. 
Small rodents may serve as buffer species, reducing 
predation on other species including waterfowl (Weller 
1979). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has classified the 
bald eagle in Minnesota as a "threatened species," or 
one not considered to be in present danger of elimina
tion but considered likely to become endangered in 
the foreseeable future. The osprey is considered an 
"uncertain species," in Minnesota (Minnesota DNR 
1975) or one which is presently not endangered or 
threatened, but which could become threatened in the 
near future. Both bald eagles and osprey are oc
casionally observed in the management area vicinity. 
Osprey did breed on the unit in the past, but the nest 
site has been unused for a number of years. An active 
osprey nest has been recently observed adjacent to 
the unit on Height of Land Lake. Large amounts of 
open water supporting a sizable fish population are 
necessary for both species. Large trees are also im
portant for nest sites. Protection of nest sites from 
human disturbance and prevention of pesticide con
tamination of fish are two important factors in main
taining a breeding population of both species (Min
nesota DNR 1975). 

Up to the present, all funding for nongame manage
ment has come from hunting, fishing, and trapping 
license fees. In 1980, however, legislation was passed 
creating the Minnesota Nongame Wildlife Fund. This is 
a dedicated funding source for nongame management 
and research derived from voluntary checkoffs of state 
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income tax refunds beginning in 1981. In addition, 
federal nongame funding legislation which would 
provide excise tax appropriations as matching funds 
for state nongame projects is under consideration. 
This legislation may provide substantial support for 
specific nongame management in the future. 

Past and Present Programs. Current management 
on the WMA benefits nongame wildlife by promoting 
the maintenance of diverse habitats and preserving 
naturally occurring communities. Maintaining cover 
and food supplies and limiting disturbance should help 
both game and nongame species. Nongame wildlife is 
considered in management plans, but thus far, lack of 
funds and information has limited management 
specifically for nongame species. 

A nongame wildlife specialist employed by the Sec
tion of Wildlife beginning in 1977 has worked at 
evaluating the current status of many nongame 
species, especially uncommon ones, plus making 
suggestions for management. Breeding records and 
sightings of uncommon species are reported to and 
summarized by the nongame specialist. 

Future Programs. Although specific proposals for 
nongame management can not be presented in this 
plan, management programs on the Hubbel Pond 
WMA will continue to consider all wildlife species, es
pecially uncommon and threatened species. If funds 
become available for nongame work, additional sur
veys and habitat management will be done. Sugges
tions of the nongame wildlife specialist will be incor
porated into the management of the WMA whenever 
possible. 

RESEARCH AND SURVEYS 
Objectives. Surveys will be conducted to monitor 

wildlife abundance and harvest, public use, and the ef
fects of management on the unit's resources. 
Research to gather information on wildlife and their 
habitats will be encouraged. Research and survey 
results will be used to evaluate present management 
programs and to develop new techniques. 

Downy woodpeckers, permanent residents on the Hubbel 
Pond WMA, benefit from the mature hardwood forests on the 
area. 



Considerations. Information on wildlife abundance 
and distribution, hunting and trapping harvests, and 
public use is needed to guide the development and 
management of the WMA. 

Wildlife abundance is difficult to assess. Aerial sur
veys of deer and waterfowl are useful under certain 
conditions. In forested regions, deer pellet group sur
veys in spring provide an index to deer numbers. An
nual surveys, such as ruffed grouse drumming counts 
and woodcock singing counts on established routes, 
can be used as indexes to small game abundance. All 
of these techniques, however, require extensive labor 
and funding. Surveys of deer populations receive the 
highest priority, since their present management de
pends heavily on annual changes in harvest regula
tions based, in part, on these population estimates. 
Measuring changes in wildlife abundance in response 
to management on specific areas is complicated by 
changes in abundance in the surrounding area and by 
animal movements to and from the managed area. 

Wildlife productivity is even more difficult to assess. 
Deer reproduction can be assessed by examining car
killed does in spring. Waterfowl productivity can be es
timated using breeding pair counts, nest searches, or 
brood counts. Measurement of the reproductive 
response of waterfowl to habitat manipulation may be 
complicated by other factors such as weather, preda
tion, the harvest in the preceding year, or the 
phenology of the nesting season. 

Wildlife harvest statistics are used, in part, to es
timate wildlife abundance and the success of manage
ment programs and regulations. Harvest data is deter
mined by hunter bag checks, game registration, 
carcass collections, and mail surveys. Harvest records 
also supply information on physical condition of the 
animals, population sex and age structures, and, in 
some cases, food habits. 

Public use is difficult to assess because of the 
limited staff and the number of public entry points. In
formation on the number of users, temporal and 
spatial distribution of use, and other statistics on area 
visitors are used to document public use trends, 
problems, and needs. Input from individual users by 
interviews or questionnaires is useful in determining 
factors which increase or decrease the quality of a 
visit. 

The effects of management on the resources of the 
area should be examined. Projects designed to benefit 
specific wildlife species may be detrimental to other 
animals, plants, soils, or waters. All projects should be 
examined for their impact on nontarget resources. 
Federal guidelines require these investigations when 
federal aid is involved. 

Research information helps to develop effective 
management programs. The area has potential for 
research in many areas, including waterfowl produc
tion, mortality factors, and habitat management; deer 
populations; responses of furbearers to trapping and 
wetland management; and the effects of specific 
wildlife species management on nontargetwildlife. The 
unit will become more important as a research area as 
natural areas in the state are fragmented or destroyed 
by development. 

Past and Present Programs. The resident manager 
uses car counts, bag-checks, and informal observa
tions and interviews to estimate hunting pressure and 
harvest during the ruffed grouse, waterfowl, and 
firearms-deer seasons. Data on trapping harvest is in
com plate because trappers have often failed to report 

their harvest as required under the trapping permit 
system. 

A public use survey involving mailback question
naires was conducted on the management area in 
1978 as part of the wildlife planning process. Survey 
results were used to determine public use types a11d 
the attitudes and demographic characteristics of area 
users (see Public Use Section, pages 20-22). 

Annual wildlife surveys conducted on the WMA in
clude deer pellet group counts and ruffed grouse 
drumming counts in spring. No surveys are conducted 
on the unit to determine the abundance of other up
land game species, waterfowl, furbearers, and non
game wildlife. WMA personnel also assist the area 
wildlife managers in conducting wildlife surveys in 
Becker and surrounding counties. Approximately 25-
30 man-days are spent by WMA personnel each year 
conducting surveys on the management area and 
vicinity. 

Future Programs. Present wildlife surveys will be 
continued. Management and research personnel of 
the DNA will cooperate on improving techniques to 
census wildlife populations. If staff and support funds 
permit, additional wildlife surveys will be initiated. A 
survey to determine waterfowl production and 
response to wetland management will be given highest 
priority. In addition, surveys to monitor muskrat and 
beaver population levels and the effects of trapping, 
water level manipulation, and other factors on their 
numbers will be conducted. 

Car counts and bag-checks to estimate hunting 
pressure and game harvest will be continued. Inter
views with visitors or questionnaires placed on vehi
cles will be used to obtain visitor opinions and sugges
tions concerning management of the WMA. Com
prehensive public use surveys will be conducted 
periodically if additional staff and funds become 
available. 

Research by the Minnesota DNA and other compe
tent researchers will be encouraged. Area personnel 
will cooperate and provide any assistance which their 
other duties permit. WMA personnel will experiment 
with various techniques to control emergent vegetation 
on the unit's wetlands. The effectiveness of control 
measures and use of openings by waterfowl and other 
birds will be monitored. 

The effects of proposed management projects on 
the area's resources, including plants, non-target 
wildlife, and abiotic resources, will be assessed by the 
area personnel. The Division of Fish and Wildlife will 
submit significant development plans to the Minnesota 
Historical Society for review in order to avoid destroy
ing or altering important prehistoric or historical 
cultural resources. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND ADMINISTRATION 
9bjectives. The long-range acquisition goal for the 

Hubbel Pond WMA is to acquire all lands within the ap
proved project boundary. The WMA boundaries will be 
adjusted to protect valuable wildlife habitat and to 
facilitate the implementation of wildlife management 
programs. Priority will be given to acquiring desirable 
tracts of land needed for wildlife management. Within 
five years, the Hubbel Pond WMA resident manager's 
position will be reassigned to another location, and 
management of the WMA will be assigned to the area 
wildlife manager in Detroit Lakes. 

37 



Considerations. Land acquisition is an important 
issue on the Hubbel Pond WMA. Although the unit has 
existed since 1954, over 32 percent of the project 
lands are unacquired. Land acquisition has been com
plicated by the many individual tracts and different 
landowners involved, the unfavorable attitudes of 
private landowners towards state land acquisition, and 
the lack of acquisition funds. 

Land purchases or leases by the state for wildlife 
purposes must first be approved by the appropriate 
county board of commissioners (Minnesota Statutes, 
Sec. 97.481, 1978). Further land acquisition by the 
state in many areas has often met with opposition from 
the county boards. County officials state that state land 
acquisition decreases the county tax base by removing 
lands from the tax rolls. Recent legislation, however, 
requires the state to pay $3.00 per acre for state 
natural resource lands which were previously privately 
owned (Minnesota Laws, Ch. 303, 1979). State lands 
will now often provide more tax revenue than if the 
same lands were in private ownership. 

Except for the Talcot Lake WMA, the other seven 
WMA's in the state with resident managers are 
significantly larger (ranging from 22,850 to 284, 100 
acres) than the Hubbel Pond WMA (3,450 acres). The 
Talcot Lake WMA is comparable in size (4,000 acres), 
but receives substantially greater public use. In 1975, 
an estimated 10, 11 O hunter use-days occurred on the 
Talcot Lake WMA, as compared to 1,000 hunter use
days on the Hubbel Pond WMA in 1979. The other 
seven WMA's also received significantly greater hunter 
use (5,200 to 27,000 estimated hunter use-days) than 
the Hubbel Pond WMA. Equipment storage on the 
Hubbel Pond unit is limited and WMA personnel spend 
a considerable portion of their time working on wildlife 
projects in the WMA vicinity. 

Compared to other major units, the Hubbel Pond 
WMA is too small and receives too little public use to 
justify having a resident manager. The location of the 
area, 11 miles from the area wildlife office in Detroit 
Lakes, makes the transfer of management to that of
fice feasible. The present resident manager can effec
tively divide his time between his present unit duties 
and assisting in wildlife management in the Detroit 
Lakes area. 

Past and Present Programs. Land acquisition for 
the Hubbel Pond WMA began in 1954 with the acquisi
tion of 848 acres of tax-forfeited lands, 100 acres of 
Trust Fund lands, and 128 acres of private lands. Since 
1954, 1,207.5 acres of private lands have been ac
quired, bringing the state-owned total to 2,283.5 acres. 

?or the purposes of this plan, proposed acquisitions 
were assigned priority ratings of critical, desirable, or 
eventual. Critical ratings applied to lands needed as 
soon as possible to protect or develop important 
wildlife habitat or solve serious management 
problems. Lands needed for future management, 
development, or habitat preservation were designated 
as desirable. Lands classed as eventual are needed to 
preserve habitat, consolidate ownership, and increase 
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the manageability of the unit. 
Private lands within the unit were assigned a priority 

by the resident manager (Figure 4). Three tracts, total
ing 109 acres, are rated as critical. Desirable lands in
clude 10 tracts, totaling 809 acres. The remaining five 
tracts, totaling 197 acres, are rated for eventual ac
quisition (Table 14, page 18). The 80-acre tract of 
private land in the proposed addition is rated as 
desirable. 

Future Programs. Further land acquisition on the 
Hubbel Pond WMA depends on funding, the 
availability of land, and county board approval. For 
these reasons, a definite acquisition schedule is not 
possible. Private lands will be acquired as funds 
become available and owners are willing to sell. Land 
exchanges will be negotiated, if possible, when land
owners desire. 

A proposed addition to the project boundary in
volves an 80-acre tract in the S%NE~ of Section 18, 
T.139N., R.29W. This parcel is needed before wetland 
development can be undertaken on WMA land border
ing to the north. This project expansion has been ap
proved by Region I and the Division of Fish and 
Wildlife. No formal project proposal will be prepared, 
since the expansion is less than 1 O percent of the 
current proposal's acreage. 

Priority will be given to acquiring those tracts of land 
rated as critical and desirable. However, because of 
uncertain availability of land, lower priority parcels 
may be acquired before higher priority tracts. County 
board approval has been obtained to acquire 600 
acres of land within the project boundary and the 80-
acre proposed addition (Table 14, page 18). 

The resident manager's position will be reassigned 
to higher priority management duties by 1984. 
Management of the unit will be reassigned to the area 
wildlife manager in Detroit Lakes. The seasonal 
laborer assigned to the Hubbel Pond WMA will con
tinue to work out of the WMA headquarters for the area 
wildlife manager as long as equipment is based there. 
The DNR will attempt to acquire state hospital property 
at Fergus Falls to serve as a substitute storage depot 
and management center for southern Region I. Public 
use of the WMA will not be significantly affected by this 
action. Wildlife management on the unit will probably 
be less intensive than at present, but it will be com
mensurate with management levels on other unman
ned units in Region I. The resident manager will con
tinue his duties on the WMA and on other units in 
Region I until his position is reassigned. 

Personnel and facility needs in Region I will be 
reevaluated in 1984. If needed for management opera
tions, some or all of the headquarters buildings will be 
maintained. Any surplus buildings will be sold and 
removed, moved to another DNR facility, or razed. 
Depending on funding and priorities, additional labor 
and support may be assigned to the Detroit Lakes area 
to compensate for the reassignment of the manager's 
position. 



SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

WETLANDS 
Wetlands will be managed primarily for waterfowl 

and public hunting. lmpoundment water levels will be 
managed to provide optimum water depths for water
fowl and hunters. Small islands and artificial structures 
will be constructed and maintained to provide water
fowl nesting sites. Open-water habitat for waterfowl will 
be developed using bulldozers and draglines. 
Emergent vegetation in impoundments and other 
wetlands will be thinned to benefit waterfowl. Ad
ditional impoundments equipped with water control 
structures may be developed on small watersheds on 
the management area. 

FORESTS 
Forests will be managed to maintain or create an in

terspersion of preferred forest types of age classes 
beneficial to wildlife. Timber will be harvested primarily 
by issuing fuelwood permits to the public. A number of 
permits will be concentrated on specific sites to create 
1h-to 5-acre clear-cuts to promote aspen regeneration. 
Selective cutting will be used to favor the regeneration 
of northern hardwood species such as sugar maple, 
basswood, and red oak. Forested areas adjacent to 
certain waterfowl impoundments will be cleared and 
converted to nesting cover or food plots. 

NON-FORESTED UPLANDS 
Non-forested uplands include forest openings, 

cropland, and upland nesting areas. Forest openings 
will be created and maintained to provide edge and to 
increase habitat diversity. Croplands will be managed 
to provide food, cover, and other habitat needs for 
wildlife. Some cropland on the area will be leased to 
local farmers. Upland nesting cover will be managed 
primarily to provide secure nesting habitat for water
fowl and nongame birds. Prescribed burning, logging, 
dozing, mowing, and chemical control will be used to 
create and maintain openings and upland nesting 
areas. 

PUBLIC USE 
The area will provide quality public hunting, trap

ping, and other activities compatible with its legal pur
pose and management objectives. To create more op
portunities for hunting, the wildlife sanctuary In the 
northwest corner of the unit will be eliminated, The 
current trapping permit system will continue. Other 

outdoor recreational activities, such as cross country 
skiing, hiking, wildlife observation, and canoeing, will 
be permitted on the area, but no trails or facilities will 
be developed for these activities. Except for the 
township road crossing the WMA, snowmobiles will be 
prohibited on the unit. River floating, or tubing, will be 
permitted on the Otter Tail River below the Hubbel 
Pond dam, but the DNA will encourage the Village of 
Rochert to develop suitable off-road parking and litter 
disposal facilities. 

NONGAME WILDLIFE 
Nongame wildlife management will be integrated 

with game habitat management. Special management 
considerations will be given to rare or unique species 
such as the bald eagle and osprey. More specific 
programs for nongame species will be implemented as 
needs are identified and funds are provided through 
the state nongame wildlife program. 

RESEARCH AND SURVEYS 
Wildlife and public use surveys will continue on the 

area as long as staff and funds are available. Car 
counts and hunter bag-checks will be used to estimate 
hunting pressure and game harvest. Annual wildlife 
surveys include deer pellet group counts and ruffed 
grouse drumming counts. WMA personnel will assist 
the area wildlife manager in conducting wildlife sur
veys in Becker and surrounding counties. Area per
sonnel will cooperate with DNR and university 
research projects which will aid in statewide or unit 
management. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND ADMINISTRATION 
Private lands, totaling 1, 195 acres, are proposed for 

acquisition from willing sellers after county board ap
proval. The resident manager's position will be 
reassigned by 1984 and management of the Hubbel 
Pond WMA will be reassigned to the area wildlife 
manager in Detroit Lakes. Management on the unit will 
be less intensive than at present, but will be commen
surate with management levels on other unmanned 
units in Region I. The seasonal laborer will continue to 
work out of the WMA headquarters for the area wildlife 
manager. If needed for management operations, some 
or all of the headquarter's buildings and equipment will 
be maintained. 
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IMPLEMENTATION AND COST ESTIMATES 

Specific programs to manage fish and wildlife and 
provide quality fish and wildlife-related recreation 
were developed based on present conditions and 
future expectations. Implementation of these 
programs depends on land ownership, land and 
management costs, and the amount and sources of 
funding. 

LAND COSTS 
Land acquisition costs are difficult to estimate for 

the management area because of the variation in land 
types and timber values. The estimated acquisition 
cost for 80 acres of critical and 809 acres of desirable 
private lands is approximately $430,000. However, 
purchase of these lands is dependent upon willing 
sellers and funding. Funds for land purchases are not 
part of the management area's operating budget. 

Land acquisition is funded by a surcharge on small 
game hunting licenses. This $2.00 surcharge, which is 
authorized through 1984, currently generates about 
$600,000 annually for wildlife land acquisition. In addi
tion, the Legislative Commission on Minnesota 
Resources (LCMR) has made periodic special ap
propriations for wildlife land acquisition. The LCMR's 
most recent appropriation was $250,000 in 1975. In re
cent years, surcharge and LCMR funds have been 
supplemented by general revenue funds under a 
program called Resource 2000. This six-year program 
has provided $9.2 million for wildlife land acquisition 
since 1975. The amount of wildlife lands which can be 
acquired in future years will depend on the level of 
funding provided by these three sources. 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND COSTS 
The Section of Wildlife, through the Region I office in 

Bemidji, will implement the wildlife proposals in this 
plan. The wildlife management proposals involve 
changes in funding and staffing for the management 
area. 

Allocating funds for specific wildlife habitat projects 
is difficult because many activities are dependent to a 
large degree on uncontrollable conditions. Prescribed 
burning is only effective under exact conditions. The 
construction of dikes, level ditches, and potholes is 
dependent on seasonal weather trends. Proposed 
developments and management programs depend on 
weather conditions, land acquisition, and equipment 
and labor availability. The manager must have the flex
ibility to decide how funds will be spent through the 
year and to modify programs to suit changing condi
tions. 

Current management programs and estimated im
plementation costs for the Hubbel Pond WMA are 
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summarized in Table 22. Present expenditures of 
about $35,000 to $40,000 per year represent current 
costs for salaries, routine equipment and facility main
tenance and operation, and yearly habitat main
tenance and development. 

Management costs for the Hubbel Pond WMA will 
be budgeted through the area wildlife manager's office 
in Detroit Lakes after the resident manager's position 
is reassigned. Salary and operational costs for the 
management area will be reduced from current levels. 
Most management functions on the WMA will be con
tinued but at a lower level. 

A replacement schedule for major equipment based 
at the Hubbel Pond WMA is described in Table 23. 
Because major equipment replacement is dependent 
on funding, needs, and priorities within Region I, an
ticipated replacement is scheduled in 5-year intervals. 
All or part of this equipment may be transferred to 
other DNR facilities in Region I if the WMA headquar
ters is vacated. Replacement costs were based on 
price estimates for new equipment. In many cases, 
however, used equipment, especially farm machinery, 
will be adequate and can be purchased at substantially 
lower costs. · 

Fisheries work on the unit can be implemented with 
current funding. No additional fisheries management 
programs are planned on the WMA. 

MANAGEMENT AREA FUNDING 
Although special appropriations are sometimes 

received, the acquisition, development, and operation 
of the management area is generally dependent on 
dedicated funds. Revenue available to the Division of 
Fish and Wildlife for statewide fish and wildlife 
management is related to hunting, fishing, and trap
ping license sales. Besides providing direct income, 
license sales determine the level of federal-aid 
matching funds the state is eligible to receive. During 
1978, the Section of Wildlife spent approximately 
$400,000 of Pittman-Robertson funds for WMA 
development and $1.5 million for wildlife land acquisi
tion. For the most part, the Division of Fish and Wildlife 
operates within a budget that can only be increased 
through greater license sales or higher license fees. 
Similarly, should license sales decline, revenue would 
also decline. 

A $3.00 Minnesota migratory waterfowl stamp was 
Initiated in 1977. Purchase of this stamp by waterfowl 
hunters and other people interested in conservation 
will provide increased funds for wetland development. 
In addition, the 1977 leglslature appropriated $500,000 
for statewide wildlife habitat improvement during the 
1978-79 biennium as part of the general fund 
Resource 2000 programs. 



Table 22. Current management programs and implementation costs on the Hubbel Pond WMA. 

Forest management 
1. Small .winter cover plantings 
2. Prescribed burning 
3. Develop and maintain firebreaks 
4. Mechanical vegetation manipulation 
5. Issue and monitor fuelwood permits 

Wetland management 
1. Maintain dikes and water control structures 
2. Manage impoundment water levels 
3. Construct and maintain dugouts 
4. Burn shoreline and nesting islands 

Public use management 
1. Administer cooperative farming agreements 
2. Manage public hunting and trapping 
3. Maintain access roads, trails, parking areas, and boat ramps 
4. Maintain boundary and other regulatory signs 

Non-forested upland management 
1. Plant food plots 
2. Develop and maintain openings and upland nesting cover 
3. Plant herbaceous cover on openings and trails 

Research and surveys 
1. Conduct wildlife surveys 
2. Conduct car counts and hunter. bag-checks 

1979 baseline 
Added labor and support 
Annual total 

Annual Spending 

Immediate capital needs for implementation 

Replacement 

Total 

Except for the recent increase in revenue provided 
by the migratory waterfowl stamp and possible future 
general fund appropriations, management funds will 
probably not increase significantly by 1989. Accord
ingly, most proposals are planned within the present 
budgetary constraints. Wildlife management finances 
in Region I are somewhat flexible, and funds can be 
shifted from item to item. However, the restructuring of 
spending priorities could be detrimental to some 
regional wildlife management functions. 

$39,000 
-o

$39,000 

$0 

$0 
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Table 23. Equipment replacement schedule for the Hubbel Pond WMA. 

Period Item Model Estimated Cost 

1981-1984 Dodge,% ton Truck, pickup 
Crawler tractor 
Tractor loader 
Tractor, farm 
Tractor, forklift 
Mower, tractor 
Disc, harrow 
Sprayer, boom 
Equipment trailer 
Truck, pickup 
Truck, dump 

Case/1000 
lnternational/706 
lnternational/340 Farm-all 
Unknown 

$ 5,500 
42,000 
18,000 
20,700 
10,000 

I nternatio nal/11 O 
Taylorway/brush harrow 
Pesticide sprayer 

2,300 
3,400 
2,600 
7,000 
5,500 

Unknown 
1985-1989 

Corn planter 
Field cultivator 
Rowcrop cultivator 
Grain drill 

Dodgef'/2 ton 
lnternational/21/2 ton 
lnternational/2 row 
lnternational/1 Oft. 
International/corn cultivator 
lnternational/10 ft. 

18,000 
4,000 
2,500 
4,800 
4,200 
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Appendix A. The Minnesota Outdoor Recreation System. 

Classification 

Natural State Park 

Recreational State Park 

State Trail 

State Scientific and Natural 
Area 

State Wilderness Area 

State Forests and State 
Forest Sub-Areas 

State Wildlife Management 
Area 

State Water Access Site 

State Wild, Scenic, and 
Recreational Rivers 

State Historic Sites 

State Rest Area 

Purpose 

A natural state park shall be established to protect and per
petuate extensive areas of the state possessing those resources 
which illustrate and exemplify Minnesota's natural phenomena 
and to provide for the use, enjoyment, and understanding of such 
resources without impairment for the enjoyment and recreation of 
future generations. 

A recreational state park shall be established to provide a broad 
selection of outdoor recreation opportunities in a natural setting 
which may be used by large numbers of people. 

A state trail shall be established to provide a recreational travel 
route which connects units of the outdoor recreation system or 
the national trail system, provides access to or passage through 
other areas which have significant scenic, historic, scientific, or 
recreational qualities or reestablishes or permits travel along an 
historically prominent travel route or which provides commuter 
transportation. 

A scientific and natural area shall be established to protect and 
perpetuate in an undisturbed natural state those natural features 
which possess exceptional scientific or educational value. 

A state wilderness area shall be established to preserve, in a 
natural, wild and undeveloped condition, areas which offer out
standing opportunities for solitude and primitive types of outdoor 
recreation. 

A state forest, as established by Minnesota Statutes, Section 
89.021, shall be administered to accomplish the purposes set 
forth in that section, and a state forest sub-area shall be es
tablished to permit development and management of specialized 
outdoor recreation at locations and in a manner consistent with 
the primary purpose of the forest. 

A state wildlife management area shall be established to protect 
those lands and waters which have a high potential for wildlife 
production and to develop and manage these lands and waters 
for the production of wildlife, for public hunting, fishing, and trap
ping, and for other compatible outdoor recreational uses. 

A state water access site shall be established to provide public 
access to rivers and lakes which are suitable for outdoor water 
recreation and where the access is necessary to permit public 
use. 

State wild, scenic, and recreational rivers shall be established to 
protect and maintain the natural characteristics of all or a portion 
of a river or stream or its tributaries, or lake through which the 
river or stream flows which together with adjacent lands 
possesses outstanding scenic, scientific, historical, or 
recreational value, as provided by Sections 104.31 to 104.40. 

A state historic site shall be established to preserve, restore, and 
interpret buildings and other structures, locales, sites, anti
quities, and related lands which aptly illustrate significant events, 
personalities, and features of the history and archaeology of the 
state or nation. 

A state rest area shall be established to promote a safe, 
pleasurable, and informative travel experience along Minnesota 
highways by providing areas and facilities at reasonable intervals 
for information, emergencies, or the rest and comfort of travelers. 

Administration 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioners of Trans
portation and Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources 

Commissioner of Natural 
Resources, Minnesota 
Historical Society, Board of 
Regents of the University of 
Minnesota, Governmental 
subdivisions of the State 
and County Historical 
Societies. 

Commissioner of Transpor
tation 
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Appendix B. Common and scientific names of plants mentioned in the text. 

Family 

Aceraceae 
Alismataceae 
Anacardiaceae 
Apocynaceae 
Araceae 
Araliaceae 
Aristolochiaceae 
Asclepiadaceae 
Betulaceae 

Caprifoliaceae 

Ceratophyllaceae 
Compositae 

Cornaceae 

Cupressaceae 
Cyperaceae 

Fabaceae 

Fagaceae 

Gramineae 

Haloragaceae 
lridaceae 
Le ntibu lariaceae 
Najadaceae 
Oleaceae 

Pinaceae 

Polypodiaceae 
Ra nu nculaceae 

Rosaceae 

Rutaceae 
Salicaceae 

Scrophulariaceae 
Tiliaceae 
Typhaceae 
Ulmaceae 
Umbelliferae 

Common Name 

Sugar maple 
Arrow-head 
Posion-ivy 
Dog bane 
Sweet flag 
Wild sarsaparilla 
Wild ginger 
Milkweed 
Paper birch 
Beaked hazel 
Hop-hornbeam 
Bush-honey suckle 
High-bush cranberry 
Coon tail 
Large-leafed aster 
White snakeroot 
Goldenrod 
Round-leafed dogwood 
Panicled dogwood 
Red-osier dogwood 
White cedar 
Sedge 
Spike rush 
Bulrush 
Hog peanut 
White sweet clover 
Red oak 
Bur oak 
Bluejoint 
Common reed 
Wild rice 
Water milfoil 
Blue flag 
Bladderwort 
Pondweed 
Black ash 
Green ash 
Balsam fir 
Tamarack 
White spruce 
Black spruce 
Jack pine 
Red pine 
White pine 
Bracken fern 
Marsh marigold 
Meadow rue 
Chokecherry 
Red raspberry 
Juneberry 
Prickly ash 
Trembling aspen 
Willow 
Common mullein 
Basswood 
Common cattail 
American elm 
Water-hemlock 

Scientific Name 

Acer saccharum 
Sagittaria sp. 
Rhus radicans 
Apocynum androsaemifolium 
Acorus Calamus 
Aralia nudicaulis 
Asarum canadense 
Asclepias syriaca 
Betula papyrifera 
Cory/us cornuta 
Ostrya virginiana 
Diervil/a Lonicera 
Viburnum Opu/us 
Ceratophyllum demersum 
Aster macrophyl/us 
Eupatorium rugosum 
Solidago sp. 
Cornus rugosa 
Cornus racemosa 
Cornus stolonifera 
Thuja occidentalis 
Carex sp. 
Eleocharis sp. 
Scirpus sp. 
Amphicarpa bracteata 
Melilotus alba 
Quercus borea/is 
Quercus macrocarpa 
Calamagrostis canadensis 
Phragmites communis 
Zizania aquatica 
Myriophyllum exalbescens 
Iris versicolor 
Utricularia vulgaris 
Potamogeton sp. 
Fraxinus nigra 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica 
Abies balsamea 
Larix laricina 
Picea g/auca 
Picea mariana 
Pinus banksiana 
Pinus resinosa 
Pinus strobus 
Pteridium aquilinum 
Caltha palustris 
Thalictrum dioicum 
Prunus virginiana 
Ru bus strigosus 
Amelanchier sp. 
Zanthoxylum americanum 
Populus tremuloides 
Salix sp. 
Verbascum thapsus 
Tilia americana 
Typha latifolia 
Ulm us americana 
Cicuta bulbifera 



Appendix c. Vegetative composition of the Hubbel Pond WMA and proposed addition1. 

Type 

Upland Deciduous 
Northern hardwood 
Oak 
Aspen 
Upland brush 

Upland Conifer 
Jack pine 
Cover plantings 

Mixed Deciduous-Coniferous 

Grassland 
Old field 
Grass-shrub 

Agricultural Field 

Lowland Deciduous 
Lowland brush 
Bottomland hardwoods 

Lowland Conifer 
Spruce 

Wetlands 
II-Temporary 
Ill-Seasonal 
IV-Semi-permanent 

Open Water 

TOTAL 

1 Areas calculated from Figure 2 with a Hewlett-Packard Digitizer 
2 T=trace 

PresentWMA 
Acres Percent 

640 
614 
291 

90 

13 
4 

152 

120 
62 

324 

210 
53 

143 
593 

33 

107 

3,450 

18.6 
17.8 

8.4 
2.6 

0.4 
0.1 

4.4 

3.5 
1.8 

9.4 

6.1 
1.5 

T2 

4.1 
17.2 

1.0 

3.1 

100.0 

Proposed Addition 
Acres Percent 

46 57.5 
3 3.8 
2 2.5 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

2 2.5 

7 8.8 
0 

14 18.7 

4 5.0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 1.2 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

80 100.0 
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Appendix D. Regulations relating to the public use of wildlife management areas, Commissioner's Order No. 1961. 

No use shall be made of any state-owned wildlife 
management area except in accordance with the following 
regulations: 

Section 1. Entry and use. 
(a) Those parts of wild life management areas posted 

"STATE GAME REFUGE - NO TRESPASSING" or 
"WILDLIFE SANCTUARY - NO TRESPASSING" shall 
not be entered except as authorized by an agent of the 
Commissioner. 

(b) No part of any wildlife management area may be en
tered or used during the hours 10:00 P.M. to 5:00 A.M. 
if so posted at the major access points. 

Sec. 2. Hunting and trapping. 
(a) Protected wild animals may be taken on wildlife 

management areas by hunting or trapping during the 
established seasons therefore in the zones in which 
they are located unless the wildlife management area 
is specifically closed by Commissioner's Order. Upon 
request by an agent of the Commissioner, all persons 
shall report animals taken on wildlife management 
areas and submit them for inspection. 

(b) Unprotected wild animals may be taken on wildlife 
management areas from September 1 through the last 
day in February unless the wildlife management area 
is specifically closed by Commissioner's Order. 
Nuisance animals may be controlled under permit 
issued by a wildlife manager. 

Sec. 3. Commercial fishing. 
The taking of minnows and other live baits for commercial 

purposes may be allowed only under permit from the wildlife 
manager and only on wildlife management areas over 2000 
acres in size. 

Sec. 4. Watercraft. 
Use of motorized watercraft is permitted only on the follow

ing Wildlife Management Areas except where posted 
otherwise by agents of the Commissioner: 

48 

(a) In the Gores Wildlife Management Area (Mississippi 
River Pool 3, Dakota and Goodhue Counties) 
motorized watercraft may be used without limitation 
on size. 

(b) In the Lac Qui Parle Wildlife Management Area (Big 
Stone, Chippewa, Lac qui Parle, and Swift Counties) 
motorized watercraft may be used without limitation 
on size. 

(c) In the Mud-Goose Wildlife Management Area (Cass 
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 
10 horsepower or less may be used except during the 
waterfowl season. 

(d) In the Orwell Wildlife Management Area (Ottertail 
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 
10 horsepower or less may be used. 

(e) In the Roseau River Wildlife Management Area 
(Roseau County) motorized watercraft may be used in 
the main channel of the Roseau River. Motorized 
watercraft powered by motors of 1 O horsepower or 
less may be used elsewhere on this management area 
during the waterfowl season only. 

(f) In the Talcot Lake Wildlife Management Area (Cot
tonwood and Murray Counties) motorized watercraft 
may be used on Talcot Lake except during the water
fowl season. Such watercraft are not permitted on the 
river and marshes. 

(g) In the Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area (Marshall 
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 
10 horsepower or less may be used. 

(h) In the Walnut Lake Wildlife Management Area 
(Faribault County) motorized watercraft powered by 
motors of 1 O horsepower or less may be used in that 
portion of the area known as South Walnut Lake. 

Sec. 5. Vehicles 
(a) Regulations in this Section do not pertain to Federal, 

State or County highways or Township roads. 
(b) No person shall operate an all-terrain vehicle, hang 

glider, air boat, or hover craft in a wildlife management 
area. No person shall operate a snowmobile in any 
wildlife management area without the written permis
sion of the wildlife manager in charge thereof in that 
part of the state lying south and west of a line 
described as follows: U.S. Highway No. 2 from East 
Grand Forks easterly to Bemidji; thence southerly 
along U.S. Highway No. 71 to Wadena; thence easterly 
along U.S. Highway No. 1 O to Staples and U.S. 
Highway No. 210 to Carlton; thence east in a straight 
line to the easterly boundary of the state. 

(c) Motor vehicles may be operated on the following 
wildlife management areas, but not in excess of 20 
mph. They may be operated only on established 
roads, and no vehicle may be driven beyond a sign 
prohibiting vehicular use or beyond any man-made 
vehicle barrier. 
1. Carlos Avery Wildlife Management Area (Anoka 

and Chisago Counties) 
2. Hubbel Pond Wildlife Management Area (Becker 

County) 
3. Mille Lacs Wildlife Management Area (Kanabec 

and Mille Lacs Counties) 
4. Red Lake Wildlife Management Area (Beltrami 

County) 
5. Roseau River Wildlife Management Area (Roseau 

County) 
6. Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area (Marshall 

County) 
(d) Vehicles are prohibited on all other wildlife manage

ment areas except they may be operated, not in 
excess of 20 mph, on those routes designated by 
signs as being for travel purposes. 

(e) No vehicle shall be parked where it obstructs travel. 

Sec. 6. Aircraft. 
Unauthorized use of aircraft below 1000 feet AGL (above 

ground level) over a wildlife management area is prohibited 
except in emergencies. 

Sec. 7. Firearms and target shooting. 
Target, trap, skeet, or promiscuous shooting is prohibited. 

Sec. 8. Disorderly conduct. 
Obnoxious behavior or other disorderly conduct is 

prohibited. 

Sec. 9. Disposal of waste and abandonment of property. 
Disposal or abandonment of garbage, trash, spoil, sludge, 

rocks, vehicles, or other debris or personal property on any 
wildlife management area is prohibited. Boats, decoys, and 
other equipment must not be left unattended overnight except 
traps on those wildlife areas open to trapping. 

Sec. 10. Destruction or removal of property. 
Signs, posts, fences, buildings, trees, shrubs, vines, plants, 

or other property may not be destroyed or removed except 
that marsh vegetation may be used to build blinds on the area, 
and edible and decorative portions of plants (except wild rice) 
may be picked for personal use. Wild rice may not be har-



Appendix D (continued) 

vested unless the area is specifically opened by com
missioner's order. 

Sec. 11. Private property or structures. 
No person shall construct or maintain any building, dock, 

fence, billboard, sign, or other structure on any wildlife 
management area, except that duck blinds may be erected but 
shall not become private property or be used to preempt 
hunting rights. It is unlawful to construct, occupy or use any 
elevated scaffold or other elevated device for the purpose of 
hunting, watching for or killing big game, except that portable 
tree stands may be used for this purpose provided they are 
removed each day at the close of hunting hours and do no per
manent damage to trees in which they are placed. 

Sec. 12. Private operations. 
Soliciting business, agricultural cropping, beekeeping or 

conducting other commercial enterprises on any wildlife 
management area is prohibited except by lease agreement. 

Sec. 13. Introduction of plants or animals. 
Plant and animal life taken elsewhere shall not be released, 

placed, or transplanted on any wildlife management area ex
cept as approved by the wildlife manager. 

Sec. 14. Animal trespass. 
Livestock, horses, and other domestic animals, except dogs 

being used for hunting purposes, shall not be permitted on 
wildlife management areas except under cooperative agree
ment or permit prepared by the wildlife manager. 

Sec. 15. Camping. 
No person shall camp on any wildlife management area ex

cept by permit or in designated areas during the hunting 
season. 

Sec. 16. Other compatible uses. 
Wildlife management areas may be used for hiking, wildlife 

observation, sport fishing, and other wildlife-related uses 
provided such uses are not inconsistent with sections 1 
through 15 of this order. 

·Sec. 17. These regulations do not apply to persons 
engaged in official Department of Natural Resources opera
tions or research projects approved by the Department of 
Natural Resources. 

Sec. 18. Commissioner's Order No. 1948 is hereby super
seded. 
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